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Crowdwork is a relatively new form of platform-
mediated and paid online work that creates different 
types of relationships between all parties involved. 
This paper focuses on the crowdworker-requester 
relationship and investigates how the option of 
receiving feedback impacts the affective commitment of 
microworkers. An online vignette experiment (N= 145) 
on a German crowdworking platform was conducted. 
We found that the integration of feedback options 
within the task description influences the affective 
commitment positively toward the requester as well as 
the perceived requester attractiveness. 
1. Introduction  
The increasing application of information 
technologies within the working environment leads to 
significant economic and organizational changes [1]. 
Organizational forms become more pluralistic and 
diverse [2, 3]. New forms of work, such as crowdwork 
or online freelancing, evolve. Crowdwork, understood 
as a platform-mediated and paid online activity, bears 
challenges for all parties involved. 
Requesters must mostly contend with an unknown 
crowd and possibly work results, which may be of low 
quality. Although work results can be rejected and 
payments can be retained by requesters [4], low-quality 
work is related to additional effort. In this sense, it 
seems important to avoid low-quality work results in 
advance. We assume that requesters are responsible for 
maintaining crowdworker performance by considering 
crowdworkers’ (psychological) needs and expectations 
[5]. 
Although crowdworkers are not integrated directly 
within an organization and one might argue that any 
investment in a crowdworker-requester relationship is 
unnecessary, because crowdworkers do not miss social 
attachment or leadership at all, we presume HRM 
practices and leadership remain important within the 
given context [6–8]. Accordingly, we aim to show that 
phenomena such as organizational identification, 
engagement and commitment must be examined within 
environments of new, particularly digital or 
nonstandard forms of work [9–13]. 
The paper assumes that social bonds and 
especially organizational commitment (OC) are 
important aspects of performance and the crowdwork 
experience. Our research focuses on the relationship 
between the requester and the crowdworker, as well as 
the perceived OC in a microwork environment. We 
raise the question of whether the stimulation of the 
crowdworker-requester relationship by integrating the 
option of receiving feedback affects the perceived 
affective commitment (AC) toward a requester. To 
analyze the AC, we conducted an experimental 
vignette study, where we manipulate the option of 
receiving feedback from the requester. To our best 
knowledge, our study addresses a gap within the 
literature and aims to provide a better understanding of 
the overall crowdwork experience with regard to 
perceived relationships. 
The article is structured as follows. First, we 
provide an overview of the crowdwork environment. 
Second, we describe OC and its effects in traditional 
organizational settings. Furthermore, we review the 
literature concerning OC in the context of crowdwork 
and develop our hypotheses. We then describe our 
research design. After that, we present and discuss our 
findings. Finally, we conclude with a reflection on our 
contributions and discuss the limitations of our study. 





2. Crowdwork and the nature of 
microwork 
2.1 Definition of crowdwork 
Crowdwork can be seen as a new form of digital 




 is based on the principles of 
crowdsourcing and can be understood as a paid
2
 and 
interactive collaboration between requesters (any profit 
or nonprofit organization, individual, group) and an 
undefined mass of individuals (crowd) [17]. The crowd 
consists of normally anonymous crowdworkers, who 
are characterized by different motivation levels, 
qualifications, skills and professional abilities [15, 18]. 
Collaboration is initiated and coordinated through an 
open call on IT-mediated platforms [19]. 
There are diverse reasons for crowdworkers to 
participate in crowdworking activities. In addition to 
reasons such as fun, entertainment and the feeling of 
affiliation with a certain community [20–22], financial 
compensation is the most influential factor [20, 23, 24]. 
Therefore, crowdwork can be a considerable part of 
income. It offers the possibility to engage in 
crowdwork full-time, part-time or as an additional job 
[25–28]. 
The literature shows that crowdwork differs from 
other forms of platform-mediated work, such as ‘work-
on-demand via app’ or ‘gig-work’. The latter implies 
work activities, which are assigned through online 
platforms or mobile apps, but in contrast to 
crowdwork, the final execution of gig work is locally 
bound (e.g., transport and delivery services
3
) [14]. 
In this paper, we focus on crowdwork as a type of 
paid and platform-mediated digital work based on 
crowdsourcing principles. Furthermore, crowdwork is 
characterized by local distance, anonymity and 
autonomy [29]. Accordingly, all forms of 
nonremunerated, contest-based and locally bound 
crowdsourced activities are excluded from our 
definition. 
                                                 
1 Within the literature, “Gig-Work” or “Crowdwork” are often used 
synonymously. 
2 Different from other forms of crowd- or gig- activities, i.e., citizen 
science or voluntary participation in online communities such as 
Wikipedia or human-based computation games [15, 16], crowdwork 
is characterized as gainful employment, which implies that 
participating crowdworkers are paid and remunerated for their 
engagement. 
3 Typical locally bound tasks are conducted on platforms such as 
Uber, Deliveroo and MyHammer. 
2.2 Characteristics of Microwork 
Crowdwork enables requesters to outsource 
various tasks without establishing a long working 
relationship [13]. Hence, crowdworkers operate mainly 
as self-employed agents with a high degree of 
autonomy and flexibility [20, 25]. There are basically 
two types of crowdwork: microwork and online 
freelancing [30]. 
Microwork, also referred to as ‘cognitive 
piecework’ [31] or ‘human intelligence tasks’ [20], is 
characterized by a high degree of granularity, which 
means that larger tasks are decomposed into discrete 
small units, which are simple and easy to perform. 
[32]. Although cognitive piecework or microtasks do 
not require distinct qualifications, there remains a need 
for human intelligence because tasks cannot be fully 
automated yet [33]. Examples of typical microwork 
tasks are tagging pictures, participating in surveys, 
writing brief product descriptions or transcribing audio 
data
4
 [34]. Because of the simplicity of this type of 
work, crowdworkers normally gain just micro 
payments for each task they complete. There is no 
hourly wage [31, 35, 36]. Taking this fact into 
consideration, microwork may create precarious 
working conditions [36–38]. 
In addition to microwork, online freelancing is 
another type of online crowdwork. It follows the 
principles of crowdwork, but it requires a higher level 
of expertise and professional skills. Examples of online 




We focus on microtask crowdwork and 
corresponding platforms. We use the term crowdwork 
synonymously to microwork. Furthermore, we 
understand requesters as organizations. This 
understanding seems appropriate because we 
conceptualize crowdwork as an at least partly 
interactive collaboration between organizations and 
external crowdworkers. 
2.3 Context and research question 
The overall research concerning crowdwork and 
platform-mediated work has gained greater attention in 
recent years [39]. Prior research focuses, for example, 
on demographics and crowdworkers’ personal life 
contexts [40, 41] or platform design and platform 
policies and governance systems [42, 43]. 
                                                 
4 Typical microwork platforms include, for example, MTurk, 
Clickworker, AppJobber and CrowdFlower. 
5 Typical online freelancing platforms include, for example, 
Upwork, Jovoto and 99designs. 
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Another stream of research analyzes motives for 
participating in crowdwork and the overall perceptions 
workers develop within the crowdwork experience [5, 
20, 27, 44, 45]. For crowdworkers, experience is 
shaped by perceived information asymmetry and an 
imbalance of power [31, 37, 42, 48]. 
With an increasing application of crowdwork, it is 
necessary to develop a deeper understanding of the 
crowdwork environment and the triangular relationship 
between crowdworkers, requesters and platform 
providers.  
For requesters, two main questions seem 
especially important: (1) how to secure task quality and 
(2) how to motivate workers to try their best [46, 47]. 
Martin et al. (2014) show that despite the lack of 
direct interaction with the requester, the emotional 
involvement of crowdworkers can be measured [49]. 
Hence, it is clear that the short-term relationship 
between the requester and the crowdworker seems to 
be more considerable than previously assumed. The 
crowdworking process addresses deeper individual 
motives, and crowdworkers strive for social contact 
with the requester, although the microwork 
environment does not directly encourage social 
attachment. Consequently, it can be assumed that these 
insights about relationships might be relevant for 
addressing the two questions posed above. 
Factors for establishing a relationship between the 
requester and the crowdworker can be identified in the 
integration of communication and feedback practices 
[49, 50]. Direct feedback can be considered positive 
for improving crowdworkers’ accuracy and task 
completion time [51]. Building on these insights from 
the literature and our assumption of a triangular 
relationship between all parties involved, we argue that 
investing in a relationship between the requester and 
the crowdworker may have a positive impact on the 
individual crowdwork experience. Consequently, the 
following research question is posed: What type of 
effects result from the investment in a more specific 
relationship between the requester and the 
crowdworker? 
3. Commitment in the Context of 
Crowdwork 
3.1 Organizational Commitment 
Organizational commitment (OC) is a widespread 
concept that describes and analyzes the relationship 
between employees and employers and addresses the 
overall attachment, involvement and identification with 
an organization. OC measures the degree to which an 
employee accepts organizational values and objectives 
and hence builds loyalty in relation to an employer or 
organization [52, 53]. OC helps to create a better 
understanding of employee behavior within 
organizations and can be interpreted as an attitude of 
employees toward an organization [54, 55]. One 
framework that addresses different dimensions of OC 
is the Three Component Model proposed by Meyer and 
Allen (1991) (see Table 1) [56]. 
 











Cost-orientated need to stay in 





Moral duty or perceived 
obligation to stay in an 
organization 
 
Allen and Meyer (1991) note that employees can 
experience all three components of OC simultaneously, 
whereas the general degree of an employee’s 
experience varies [56]. In this study, we understand 
OC as an overall individual attitude that affects the 
performance-based behavior of crowdworkers and 
helps to explain the willingness to work for a requester. 
3.2 OC in the context of Crowdwork and 
Research Hypotheses 
The preceding description of crowdwork indicates 
similarities to other ICT-based or less place-bound on-
demand types of employment: that is, crowdwork is 
performed with the support of ICT outside a 
requester’s organization. Accordingly, there is no or 
less contact with other employees and clients. 
Therefore, work is performed mainly in isolation [57, 
58]. The relationship to the requester is essentially 
characterized by a limited temporal and functional 
connection [59, 60]. Nevertheless, as human beings, 
crowdworkers must create a professional identity and 
should receive recognition for their work to stay 
motivated and to fulfill their basic psychological needs 
[61]. Moreover, it can be argued that crowdworkers, as 
external working partners, strive for social 
relationships to perceive, for example, meaningfulness 
and affiliation. Therefore, it is important to gain 
additional insight into individual crowdwork 
experiences and to examine phenomena such as OC 
within the crowdwork environment. 
While researchers have shown that OC can be 
cultivated in similar types of work, such as contract 
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work and on-demand work [9, 62, 63], knowledge 
concerning crowdwork remains limited. There is little 
research on OC to the requester. Our research therefore 
aims to provide more insight into this type of 
relationship within crowdworking. 
First, existing crowdworking literature regarding 
OC focuses mainly on the relationship between 
crowdworkers and platforms. By signing up on a 
crowdworking platform as a free agent, a formal 
relationship between the crowdworker and the platform 
is constituted, although it cannot be evaluated as a 
traditional organizational employer-employee 
relationship [64]. 
In microwork environments, platforms shape 
digital working conditions and strongly affect the 
crowdwork experience [57, 58]. Thus, there is initially 
no direct relationship to the requester [15, 38]. 
Crowdworkers can experience the platform as a virtual 
organization instead and can develop a feeling of 
belongingness toward the platform. Different studies 
underline that crowdworkers strive and aim for longer-
term relationships with a platform because of a missing 
employer [37]. 
Knowing that crowdworkers can be active on 
several platforms simultaneously and are consequently 
able to exert bargaining power, crowdwork platforms 
themselves are interested in affecting the engagement 
and commitment of crowdworkers toward the platform. 
For these reasons, platforms use, among others, the 
integration of crowdwork communities as a central 
management strategy that serves as a substitute for 
social bonds [37, 58]. With communities and tools for 
communication with other crowdworkers, platforms 
stimulate the basic need for relatedness, which creates 
considerable potential for building up identification 
with the platform as well as with the microwork 
community [37, 65]. In this context, Ihl et al. (2020) 
underline that microwork communities function as 
alternative sources of social support and can enhance 
crowdworkers’ identification and engagement [66]. 
Schulten & Schäfer (2015) explain that creating a 
community within crowdsourced cocreation projects 
can be viewed as a central determinant of AC [67]. In 
general, the literature shows that the promotion of 
communities within the crowdwork environment helps 
to stimulate OC toward the platform. 
Second, a review of the literature indicates that 
establishing a relationship between the crowdworker 
and the requester within the microwork environment is 
rather limited [37]. One reason might be the potentially 
missing necessity for investing in such relationships as 
long intermediaries manage the crowdworking process. 
Nevertheless, Troll et al. (2019) elaborate that 
emotional bonds can be developed toward the requester 
despite integrating a platform [68]. 
Wang et al. (2020) note that the willingness to 
engage in crowdworking and receive acknowledgment 
for working is affected by positive or negative 
experiences, characterized by perceived demands and 
resources [69, 70]. 
Therefore, job demands (e.g., work pressure, 
cognitive demands) and job resources (e.g., feedback, 
requester support) have an effect on perceived 
(platform) commitment [69]. It can be assumed that 
crowdworkers react positively to mechanisms and 
instruments, such as feedback from requesters, 
requester support and interaction possibilities, which 
are similar to management practices in traditional 
organizational settings. Certainly, social support from 
requesters, such as receiving advice or appreciation, is 
limited [20, 57]. In microwork settings, feedback often 
persists in the transfer of payments, i.e., money is 
associated with positive feedback [57]. 
We propose that in the context of dehumanizing 
work conditions [15], there are deficits in submitting 
and integrating requester feedback, as feedback is one 
descending characteristic of a good job design, which 
can result in high job satisfaction, job motivation and 
OC [71, 72]. We argue that the possibility of 
interacting with the requester may enhance the OC of 
crowdworkers to the requester because receiving 
feedback and the perception of social support are 
positively related to OC [73, 74]. Consequently, we 
expect that if workers are committed to the requester, 
they may have greater interest in ensuring good-quality 
results. Based on the literature and suitable interaction 
practices between both parties apart from the platform, 
we assume feedback to be important for shaping the 
crowdworker-requester relationship and consequently 
for affecting OC. 
In this article, OC is understood as crowdworkers’ 
psychological and emotional attachment to a client 
organization respectively requester. High OC scores 
may predict better job quality and performance rates, 
which result in noticeable organizational benefits. 
Although it can be argued that the platform can be 
perceived as an employer or organization to which the 
crowdworkers are affiliated [37], we aim to show that 
there is also potential for building up OC to the 
requester. 
Within our study, we focused on the affective 
component of OC. One reason for this decision is the 
general discussion of the microwork environment. The 
use of CC and NC seems debatable when studying the 
relationship between the requester and the 
crowdworker within the triangular setting of 
crowdwork. NC addresses the obligation to work for an 
organization because one feels that doing so is the 
‘right thing to do’. According to the character of 
microwork, we do not see this moral obligation as a 
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suitable component within our study. CC addresses the 
perceived need to stay in an organization because the 
loss one would experience by leaving an organization 
is greater than the benefit one might gain. In our view, 
CC is rather relevant when studying the relationships 
of crowdworkers and platforms, as ranking systems 
and gained experiences have a noticeable impact, for 
example, on the distribution of tasks [58]. For this 
reason, we assume AC to be the most adequate 
component to study commitment in the presumed 
emotional crowdworker-requester relationship. 
Requesters must contend with the question of how 
to motivate workers to try their best. Another question 
that appears in this context is how to attract 
crowdworkers to accept tasks from individual 
requesters. The literature demonstrates that money and 
the amount of remuneration are the most impactful 
factors in microwork environments when deciding to 
accept a specific task [18, 57]. Further important 
aspects can be identified in the creation of 
meaningfulness and the task itself [5]. We also argue 
that crowdworkers tend to take on specific tasks when 
they perceive the requester as fair regarding payment 
behavior and related explanations by occurring 
rejections [75]. Therefore, we think the option of 
feedback may also have an impact on the willingness 
to work for a certain requester. Hence, we 
subsequently expect that the option for feedback 
affects the perceived requester attractiveness. 
 
Based on the above arguments, we formulate the 
following hypotheses: 
 
H1: The option of receiving feedback from the 
requester affects the perceived organizational affective 
commitment. 
 
H2: The option of receiving feedback from the 
requester affects the perceived requester attractiveness. 
 
 
Figure 1. Research Model 
4. Research Method 
4.1 Study design 
To address our research hypotheses, we conducted 
an online vignette experiment, also known as the 
‘factorial survey approach’ [76]. This method 
combines the advantages of traditional lab experiments 
and survey methods [77]. A vignette is a carefully 
constructed brief description of a person or a situation 
that contains information, which is presented to 
respondents to obtain a judgment about that person or 
situation [78]. Within this description, the independent 
variable(s) can be systematically varied, which is a 
crucial aspect of making causal inferences [79]. 
In our design, vignettes were used in an online 
survey to describe a job that typically occurs on 
microworking platforms
6
. To increase ecological 
validity and to expose participants to an environment 
that feels natural to them, the vignette was designed 
using real-life job descriptions on crowdworking 
platforms [80]. 
The first part of the vignette included basic facts 
about the requester and the task description. Then, we 
varied the factor of interest (= option of receiving 
feedback from the requester [yes/no]). At the end of 
the task description, participants in the treatment group 
(= feedback [yes]) were given the following 
information: ‘After completion of the task, we are 
happy to offer you the opportunity to receive personal 
feedback on your work. Because we regularly add new 
products to our portfolio, good cooperation is 
important to us’. In contrast, the participants in the 
control group (= feedback [no]) only received basic 
information about the requester and the task 
description. To reduce the chance of social desirability 
bias and to avoid cognitive overload among 
respondents, we used a between-subject design in 
which each respondent was randomly assigned to the 
treatment group or the control group [78, 81]. 
4.2 Measurement 
The two dependent variables AC and 
organizational attractiveness were measured with a 
Likert scale that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). The five items that measured AC 
(e.g., ‘I am proud to work for this requester’) were 
taken from Felfe et al. (2002) [82]. The four items for 
organizational attractiveness (e.g., ‘I find this a very 
attractive requester to work for’) were taken from 
Aiman-Smith et al. (2001) [83]. The items used were 
adapted to the study context. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient for the AC scale was 0.88, and that for the 
organizational attractiveness scale was 0.91, indicating 
good internal consistency. 
We conducted attention checks to verify whether 
the participants had read the case scenario diligently 
and with sufficient attention [84]. In line with other 
experimental studies [85], all participants who did not 
answer the questions correctly were excluded from the 
                                                 
6 Full vignettes are available from the authors upon request. 
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following analysis. Furthermore, the effectiveness of 
vignettes depends on how realistic and plausible the 
research participant perceived the vignette content 
[86]. Therefore, we asked the participants to indicate 
whether they were able to put themselves into the 
presented scenario (from 1 = not at all easy to 5 = very 
easy) and whether they thought the task was realistic 
(from 1 = not at all realistic to 5 = very realistic). We 
excluded participants who could not or could only 
poorly put themselves in the presented situation (scale 
< 3) and who rated the scenario as not or only slightly 
realistic (scale < 3). 
5. Research Results 
5.1 Sample characteristics 
To recruit participants for our experiment, we 
initiated a remunerated job (microtask) on a German 
crowdworking platform (namely, ‘clickworker.de’) in 
December 2020. After exclusion due to attention check 
failure and related assumptions, our final sample 
consisted of 145 real crowdworkers, of which 44 
percent were female and 56 percent were male. 
Participants’ age varied between 18 and 71 years (M = 
38.66 years; SD = 13.12). 
Given these demographics, our sample is 
representative of other related studies within the 
microwork environment [87]. As noted above, 
participants were randomly assigned to the treatment (n 
= 78) or control group (n = 67). 
5.2 Testing the hypotheses 
A one-way MANOVA was conducted to 
investigate whether there were significant differences 
in the mean scores of the two dependent variables 
across the two conditions. 
There were no outliers in the data. Correlations 
between dependent variables were low (r < .90; [88]), 
indicating that multicollinearity was not a confounding 
factor in the analysis. There was homogeneity of the 
error variances, as assessed by Levene’s test (p > .05), 
and homogeneity of covariances, as assessed by Box’s 
test (p > .001). 
A one-way MANOVA showed a statistically 
significant difference between the two factor levels of 
the independent variable on the combined dependent 
variables, F (2,142) = 6.270, p < .001, partial η² = .081, 
Wilk’s Λ = .921, thus providing support for our 
hypotheses. Specifically, respondents expressed higher 
OC and higher organizational attractiveness when the 
option of receiving feedback from the requester after 
completing the task was given (for OC: MFeedback[yes] = 
3,4 vs. MFeedback[no] = 2,9; for organizational 
attractiveness: MFeedback[yes] = 3,8 vs. MFeedback[no]  = 3,5). 
6. Discussion and Implications 
In this paper, we examined the influence of 
feedback on the perceived AC toward a requester as 
well as the perceived requester attractiveness. First, we 
found that the option of receiving feedback from the 
requester has a significant positive effect on the 
perceived AC (H1), although the option of perceiving 
feedback is only mentioned in the task description. 
Second, the results show that crowdworkers 
significantly associate the requester as an attractive 
client when feedback is optionally integrated (H2). 
Accordingly, the results confirm the assumption that 
investment in a more specific relationship to 
crowdworkers could have positive side effects. 
To our best knowledge, our study is one of the 
first empirical examinations to adopt an experimental 
approach to analyze the established psychological 
construct OC within the crowdworker-requester 
relationship. Our results reflect that the option for 
communication and the chance of acknowledgment 
from the requester seem to be relevant even in the 
detached microwork environment. Regarding 
individual social and psychological needs, recent 
studies focus mainly on online freelancing or creative 
design tasks, where feedback and communication with 
the requester is an inherent part of the task [89, 90]. 
The necessity for addressing such individual needs has 
hardly been considered in microwork contexts, 
possibly because of the granularity of tasks, which may 
prevent the development of, for instance, OC. 
Nevertheless, the option of receiving feedback from 
the requester might help to build up a quasi-long-term 
relationship because the anonymity of both parties 
disappears. Consequently, crowdworkers are able to 
search for requesters with whom they have previously 
had good experiences. 
Some managerial implications arise: the positive 
effects of OC should be further considered. The 
empirical literature on OC discusses positive relations 
of OC with performance, motivation and worker well-
being [73, 91, 92]. Although microwork is not yet a 
fully implemented alternative to traditional work, 
requesters can likely benefit from crowdworkers, who 
are emotionally committed [37, 58]. It can be argued 
that requesters may have lower rejection rates and can 
subsequently reinforce the cost and time advantages of 
crowdwork. Additionally, requesters may benefit from 
their attributed attractiveness to develop their own 
‘requester brand’. As crowdworking gains increasing 
interest, crowdworkers can exert their bargaining 
power and decide which platform they prefer and 
Page 5226
whether they work for one requester or another. This 
choice may potentially lead to a “war for 
crowdworkers”, which highlights the relevance of 
considering requester attractiveness. 
Our study also has valuable theoretical 
implications and aspects for future research. First, we 
provide evidence on the positive impact and effects of 
the option for receiving feedback from the requesters 
in a microwork environment. Second, we apply and 
empirically assess the construct of OC within the 
crowdworker-requester relationship. Our results reveal 
that microworkers strive to fulfill basic psychological 
needs, which is consistent with traditional 
organizational literature. Third, we attempted to gain 
more insight into drivers and determinants, which 
could affect crowdworkers’ behavior. Our results 
confirm that feedback might be an important aspect of 
understanding and directing crowdworkers within 
microwork environments. 
Nevertheless, our study has some limitations. A 
(hypothetical) situation described in a vignette can 
never be completely realistic and may also be 
susceptible to individual misperceptions or 
misreactions. Therefore, the transferability of our study 
results might be limited, even though we have 
attempted to design our vignettes based on real-life 
jobs on existing crowdworking platforms. In addition, 
there are some limitations of experimental between-
subject designs in regard to perceptions and situational 
judgments, as is the case with factorial surveys. 
Accordingly, between-subject designs are (contrary to 
within-subject designs) associated with measurement 
problems [93]. However, we argue that the results of a 
within-subject design would have been biased in the 
present context because participants would not have 
been blind to the conditions, thus resulting in memory 
and sequence effects. 
Our results may offer guidance for future research. 
We recommend replicating certain microwork studies 
while examining other dependent variables, including 
for instance task performance, task quality, 
engagement and other suitable constructs. Regarding 
OC, there is a need for a deeper understanding of NC 
and CC. We propose qualitative studies to gain a 
deeper understanding of the individual crowdwork 
experience. Furthermore, it would be insightful to 
manipulate the content and/or format of the requester’s 
feedback to crowdworkers in further experiments. It 
will also be important to extend the generalizability of 
this study by examining whether the option for 
receiving feedback may have a similar effect on 
crowdworkers on other platforms and/or in other 
contexts. 
Finally, our study indicates that investing in social 
relationships within the microwork environment should 
not be underestimated by either platforms or 
requesters. Requesters should expect microworkers to 
be external working partners who also strive for 
meaning, affiliation and recognition. 
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